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December3, 1999

Ms. MagalieRomanSalas
Secretary
FederalCommunicationsCommission

th
445 12 Street,S.W.
Washington,D.C. 20554

Re: CC DocketNo. 96-98

DearMs. Salas:

OnDecember2, 1999,RichMorris, KentDickerson,andI metwith Chris
Bamekov,JakeJennings,Rich Lemer,Chris Libertelli, JonathanReel,andDon
Stockdaleof theCommonCarrierBureauto discussaspectsoftheThird Reportand
Orderin theabove-referenceddocket. Sprint’s presentationis summarizedin the
attachedoutline.

An original andone copyof this letterarebeing filed.

Sincerely,
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Attachment

cc (w/o attachment): C. Bamekov
J. Jennings
R. Lerner
C. Libertelli
J.Reel
D. Stockdale



POINTS TO COVER IN SPRINT’S 12/2MEETING WITH
THE FCC ON THE UNE REMAND ORDER

1. Stateadditionsto thenationalUNE list (¶ 154): weassumethat astatecanrequirethe
provisionof anelementthattheFCCexcludedfrom thenational list (e.g.,OS/DA, or
local switchingin Zone 1 offices for MILB customers)so long asthestateapplies§
51.317andfinds thatrequiringtheTINE to beofferedin that stateis consistentwith
actualconditionsin that state. Are wecorrect?

2. Subloopunbundling:thephrase“pursuantto statearbitrationproceedingsunder
section252 oftheAct,” shouldbe deletedfrom § 51.319(a)(2)(B)and (C). (Seealso
¶ 223.) Otherwise,RBOCsarelikely to arguethat CLECsmustnegotiatefor 135
daysbeforegoing to thestatecommission. Suchadelayis unnecessary.If the
RBOCsclaim a lackoftechnicalfeasibility, orrefuseto implementabestpractice,
there’snothingto “negotiate.” Instead,theburdenshouldbe on theIiLECs to obtain
affirmativestateapprovalfor theirrefusals(e.g.,by requestingawaiverorother
appropriaterelief).

3. Loop conditioningcosts(¶ 193): theCommissionneedsto give moreexplicit
guidanceto thestateson ILEC recoveryof loop conditioningcostssoasto avoid
doublerecovery.Forexample,ILEC pricesfor loopTINEs mayalreadyreflect the
highercostsassociatedwith “clean” copperloops. Also, someILECshave
announcedtheyarespendinglargesumsto upgradetheirnetworksto be moreDSL-
capable;shouldthey imposeheftyNRCson CLECsto recovercoststheyare
incurringanyway? Andwhataboutcustomerchurn: a CLEC maypayhundredsof
dollarsfor loop conditioning,thenlosethe customerbackto theILEC thennext
month.

4. Local switchingrestriction:§ 51.319(c)(1)(B),whichcreatestheexceptionin Zone 1
offices, fails to includetherequirementthat theILEC mustmaketheEEL available
(see¶ 288).

5. Packetswitching: needto clarify the “sparecopper”conditionin §
51.319(c)(3)(B)(ii)(seealso¶ 313)to makeclearthat an economicallyviable amount
ofsparecoppershouldbe availablebeforetheCLEC shouldbeexpectedto collocate.

6. Packetswitching: needto clarify thepoint ofsubloopinterconnectionin §
51.319(c)(3)(B)(iii) by changing“at” to “in,” to avoid theimplicationthata CLEC
would haveto show notonly thatit cannotcollocatein theremoteterminal,but also
that it cannotbuild aremoteterminaladjacentto theILEC’ s,beforeit couldget
accessto thepacketswitchingUNE.

7. Packetswitching:wewantbroaderavailability ofpacketswitchingasaUNE. The
FCC’sdiscussionofthis issuein ¶¶ 306-317fails to reflectmarketplacerealitiesin
small offices. AlthoughdataCLECs maybecloseto an equalfootingwith ILECsin



largecities,Sprintestimatesthatcollocation for broadbandserviceis not
economicallyfeasiblein 7/8 ofthenation’send offices.

8. Transport:weassumetherejectionin ¶ 324 of Sprint’srequestfor SONETrings
would notprecludeusfrom obtainingsuchrings asTINEswheretheyarein placeand
offeredthroughtariff

9. Combinationsof elements(¶ 479): the Orderrefusesto clarify § 315(b)becauseof
theEighth Circuit proceedings,but thoseproceedingsonly involve (c)-(f). TheFCC
shouldput to resttheRBOCs’ argumentthat “currentlycombined”mustbe applied
ona customer-by-customerbasis. TheRBOCapproachmeans,for example,that a
CLEC cannotprovidelocal servicethroughtheUNE-Pto acustomerthathasjust
movedinto anarea,becausethe elementsneededto servethatcustomerhaven’tyet
beencombinedby theIiLEC. SucharesultgivestheILEC a competitiveadvantage
andimposesadditionalandunnecessarycostson theCLEC.


